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axceasury Bevaxriment, 
Buvewn of the Wirt, 


Wartington, B. G., Mareh 21,1809, 


Mr. As J. Relston 
 Bedpy Smelting ami Toad Co., 
i San Francisco, caliZernia. 
Dear Sir: 

Yours of Mirch 7th ami 16th are at hand and éontents 
| wore. I pleased to be able to inform you that erratigements: 
y P Ring mado and will be pa rehted within @ fom deye uMer whigy 

the. bid rene fved at the Seattle Aasay Office wild he directed te 
' thé Mist af Sex Brancisce for coinage, and payment fer bulifon at 
‘Seattle will be male by precisely thw same methe@ at the Kint at 
Sen Pramisco. : 

Te i8 scarcely worth wiilg to refer again to the particulars 
6f the controversy which ig now, I hope, ever, but permit me to say 
ehek nore that you sei ta have charged the treasury Department | 
ith Wiencising unwisely p disgrétion which the law dees not give 
© it ond whieh, consequently it hag not exercised af ell. The 
y ) @t Seattle was not established by thé Broasury Depart~ 
. nt bus by Act of Congress, nor asa the freagury Department in itm. 
“cretion extend the privileges or reguiafiotis of the New York 
"May Of£i6e to the Seattle Offices; those provisions Were extondéd 
i w’ & MeNdatery Act or Congrése. The Treasury Department had ne 
ee ty the matter anf your argtitént to the effect that the 
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mecessities which existed at New York and which  Pognieed in agtion 
Congress extending facilities there which were nbvessary, do m0 
nour judgment ( and the facts will prove the corregtness ef this 
senent) justify the apfilfeahtion of the same rules te the aueay 

. fi ces throughout the comty.* An argument over thet Preposs tion 
s onpirely superfluous, becauge the law has provided that push 
moilities shall be extended to all other Assay Offices in the 
grvice. Therefore, I beg permission te adhere to my opinion thet 
im ara not “perfectiy familiar with the reasott which FERULE 06 

in extending the objectionable privileges to the various ansay 

ices in the Northwest," if the reasons you have in nind pre other 
then the provisions of law above mentioned. The fact thet Meur~ 
Bean parties” were confident that certain binga would de dione, dees 


not signify that they procured such things to be dow or mek the 
said things were done in their interest. | 
| I have given a careful hearing to all parties inte rested is 
the matter under consideration, have endeavoyed te wéigh the © jente 
of all and to be guided solely by the law and sonsidierations Of 
‘ight and justice. I have finally secured what I, im the beginnines 
ght, nemelys a reasoneble rate for transportatien between Seattle 
and San Prancisco. 
Pads truly yours, 

cattle wen 


Director of the iti 
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Treasury Department, 
Bureau of the Mint, 
Washington, D.C., 


March 21, 1899. 


Mr. A. J. Ralston 
Selby Smelting and Lead Co., 
San Francisco, California. 


Dear Sir: 

Yours of March 7th and 16th are at hand and contents noted. I am pleased to be able to 
inform you that arrangements are being made and will be perfected within a few days under 
which the gold received at the Seattle Assay Office will be directed to the Mint at San Francisco 
for coinage, and payment for bullion at Seattle will be made by precisely the same method 
pursued as at the Mint at San Francisco. 

It is scarcely worth while to refer again to the particulars of the controversy which is 
now, I hope, over, but permit me to say once more that you seem to have charged the Treasury 
Department with exercising unwisely a discretion which the law does not give to it and which, 
consequently it has not exercised at all. The Assay Office at Seattle was not established by the 
Treasury Department but by Act of Congress, nor did the Treasury Department in its discretion 
extend the privileges or regulations of the New York Assay Office to the Seattle Office; these 
provisions were extended under a mandatory Act of Congress. The Treasury Department had no 
choice in the matter and your argument to the effect that the necessities which existed at New 
York and which prompted an action by Congress extending facilities there which were 
necessary, do not in our judgment (and the facts will prove the correctness of this statement) 
justify “the application of the same rules to the assay offices throughout the country.” An 
argument over that proposition is entirely superfluous, because the law has provided that such 
facilities shall be extended to all other Assay offices in the service. Therefore, I beg permission 
to adhere to my opinion that you are not “perfectly familiar with the reasons which resulted in 
extending the objectionable privileges to the various assay offices in the Northwest,” if the 
reasons you have in mind are other than the provisions of law above mentioned. The fact that 
“certain parties” were confident that certain things would be done, does not signify that they 
procured such things to be done or that the said things were done in their interest. 

I have given a careful hearing to all parties interested in the matter under consideration, 
have endeavored to weigh the rights of all and to be guided solely by the law and considerations 
of right and justice. I have finally secured what I, in the beginning, sought, namely a reasonable 
rate for transportation between Seattle and San Francisco. 

Very truly yours, 

[Signature] George E. Roberts 

Director of the Mint. 


